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sentiments of the Orthodox Transylvanian intellectuals in front of several challenges addressed by their Greek Catholic counterparts, this body of laymen intended also to found a missionary apostolate among their fellowOrthodox and non-Orthodox and to strengthen their allegiance with the clergymen of the Orthodox Church.
The present paper aims to underline the theological and historical underpinnings of this long-forgotten event in the history of the contemporary Romanian Orthodox Church. By making reference to a vast array of archival material, religious and non-religious newspapers, theological journals, and personal recollections of the event by some of the participants, I intend to assess the mainstream discussions about the status of the lay component of the Orthodox Church in Transylvania and, subsequently, how these discussions turned into theological reflection in the late 1930s.
I argue that, in many respects, the attempts to crystalize a wellestablished and broadly accepted theological narrative about the status of the un-consecrated members of the Orthodox Church pursed the line of argumentation of the 19 th century school of theology influenced by Archbishop Andrei Șaguna (1809-1873), some of the main representatives of the Sibiu school of Orthodox theology (Fr. Dumitru Stăniloae, Fr. Spiridon Cândea, Fr. Liviu Stan, etc.) pushing even further the importance of the layman in the ecclesiological and institutional structure of the Transylvanian Orthodox Church. Deeply ingrained in the spirit of the Sibiu Theological Academy and nurtured by Archbishop Nicolae Bălan's constant commitment towards the advertisement of Șaguna's theological reflections among his clergymen, this notion of collaboration and mutual assistance at all power-levels and all activities of the Orthodox Church between the clergymen and the laymen found its accomplishment in the 1939 reflections of Fr. Liviu Stan.
The article will be shaped into two parts. In the first, in order to set the stage, the emphasis falls on the historical transition of theological ideas from the age of Archbishop Șaguna to that of Archbishop Bălan. The reaction towards the constant interferences of the post-1918 Romanian state in the life and finances of the Orthodox Church and the competition with the social mobilization of the laymen in the life of the Uniate Church determined the coalescence between the clergy and the laymen in the institutional framework of the Orthodox Fellowship. Designed as means of missionary work among the scattered Transylvanian communities and engaging laity with the social work of the Orthodox Church, this newly emerging organization fulfilled the most ambitious expectations of the organizing committee.
The second section focuses on the translation of FOR's ideas into a theological vernacular, one that could be broadly disseminated both among the Transylvanian clergy and outside its boundaries, in the Old Romanian Kingdom. Although several attempts were previously made by different theologians and laymen to clarify and explain this development in the life of the Transylvanian Orthodox Church, thus upholding the importance of the laymen in the life and administrative structure of the ecclesiastical body, it was a young professor of Canon Law from Sibiu Theological Academy who eventually rose to the task. In 1939, by buttressing his innovative ideas on the earlier endeavors of his illustrious predecessors in the spirit of the vivid tradition of the Orthodox Church, he penned the paramount theological narrative regarding the ecclesiological co-dependence between clergy and believers in the Orthodox Church, underscoring the pivotal relevance of the laity.
From Șaguna to Bălan: Laity in the Transylvanian Tradition of the Orthodox Church
The interest nurtured by interwar theologians, that of emphasizing the role of the laymen in the Orthodox Church, related with a canon-law tradition in the Transylvanian Church, namely that of always maintaining a proportion of one clergyman to two laymen in any decisional Church assembly or department of the Church. Established on Protestant theological ideas deriving from the ecclesiology of the German Lutheran Church by its first leader the Archbishop and Metropolitan of Transylvania, Baron Andrei Șaguna (1809-1873), as the theological basis for an institutional reform of the Church's relationship with the laity, the inclusion of the laymen twice as much as the clergymen in every department of the Church reshaped the fundamental framework describing the relationship between the Orthodox clergy and their flock. 1 This radical change of pace between the constitutive elements of the Orthodox Church was meant to both attract the Transylvanian intelligentsia in the Religions and Ideologies, vol. 7, no. 21 (2008), 66-78; Gabriel-Viorel Gârdan, "Andrei Șaguna and the Contemporary Historiography," in Transylvanian Review, vol. XX, no. 4, (2011) 3 Nevertheless, the presence of the Orthodox laymen in the administration of the internal affairs of the Transylvanian Church ensured that any unrestrained loyalty towards the political centers and the central authority of the Dual Monarchy would be called into question by the Romanian majority in Transylvania on nationalist grounds, thus paving the way for the building an all-encompassing political front among and shielding the rights of the Romanian Orthodox believers. 4 Therefore, I argue that Archbishop Șaguna's reform concerning the status of the laity in the Orthodox Church represents the birth date of a consciously shaped nationalistic "political Orthodoxy" in order to mobilize the Orthodox intellectuals and clergymen around the same nationalist ideas. 5 Although, clearly a political move of the hierarchy meant to gain support for the Church among Romanian intellectuals and to make them aware of the obstacles the Orthodox Church had to overcome for its very existence, the consolidation of a single Orthodox front was also meant to defend the confessional schools, to preserve the national aspirations of the Romanians, and to generate an Orthodox countermovement en masse against the competing "political Catholicism" extolled by the Roman-and the Greek-Catholic (Uniate) Church. 6 Although from a political point of view Șaguna's reforms proved ineffective and designed only for the upper social classes, the presence of the Orthodox Church and its clergy in the cultural organizations and confessional schools belonging to the Romanian communities in Transylvania insured a longterm relationship on the one hand between the Church and the incipient national culture and between the very institution of the primary/secondary school and local clergymen. 7 The generalization of Șaguna's reform in the newly formed Romanian Patriarchy after 1925 was not the only factor triggering the rapid realignment of the Orthodox Church's towards the laity. The decision of the Vatican to create a special organization for the laity and to expand the importance placed on the missionary apostolate assigned to laymen in the Roman Catholic Church.
As an organization for intellectuals founded under the umbrella of the Roman Church, the "Catholic Action" was initiated in 1927 by Pope Pius XI with the sole purpose of determining Catholic laity across the world to actively participate to the Catholic hierarchy's apostolate. 8 The Roman Catholic's emphasize placed on the importance of the laity in the modern world proved to be a particular successful design in the case of the Romanian Greek-Catholic Church, especially in spreading Catholic ideas and attracting the secularized Uniate intelligentsia in performing ecclesiastical social work according to the ideals of the universal Church of Rome. 9 By approaching and perceiving papal affidavit towards a joint activism of the clergymen and the laity in pursuing missionary goals for the inner consolidation of the Roman Church and its expansion among non-Catholics, the Transylvanian Greek-Catholic Church mobilized all its active forces and, although most of the Greek-Catholic elite turned secular by the beginning of the 20 th century, encouraged its laymen to join local chapters of the Catholic Action. 10 The major electoral success of the National Peasant Party in December 1928 especially in Transylvania where Greek-Catholic intellectuals drew substantial support and vouched for the newly formed party led by Iuliu Maniu (1873-1953) eventually materialized in substantial subsidies and administrative assistance received by the Greek-Catholics from central state authorities regarding all the contentious issues regarding the Uniate Church still hanging in the balance (the status of their properties, the confessional schools, the position of the Uniate Church in respect to Romanian nation, etc.). It also enabled them to stem the tide of the its constant interference in their Church's internal affairs and a new wave of laymen (including Orthodox) joined the organizations of the Catholic Action in Transylvania. 11 Moreover, the signing of the Concordat between the Romanian State and the Vatican also bolstered the actions of the GreekCatholic among its intellectuals and outside the realm of the Catholic Church in the attempt to reconvert the Transylvanian "schismatic" intellectuals.
Several years before, because of the large amounts of land properties and financial subventions granted to the Roman and Greek Catholic Churches Keith Hitchins, Rumania, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994), 320-332; Irina Livezeanu, Cultural Politics in Greater Romania. Regionalism, Nation Building, & Ethnic Struggle, 1918 -1930 by the Liberal government at the request of the dying King Ferdinand (+20 th of July 1927), 12 the Orthodox Church replied in the Romanian Parliament through the voice of the Metropolitan Nicolae Bălan, who considered the Orthodox Church as the only institution able to contribute to the development of the Romanian nation. 13 Although the Orthodox Church protested vehemently against its ratification by the Romanian Parliament, it was later adopted and left the Church hierarchy with a sense of wounded pride and self-aware of their much weakened position within the national state. 14 Determined by the Greek-Catholic mobilization of the laity and taking advantage of the fact that 1933 was an electoral year when the attention of the National Peasant Party would be focused on winning the upcoming elections, Metropolitan Nicolae Bălan of Transylvania decided to make a radical move and to impose a change of pace between the clergymen and the laity in the Orthodox Church. 15 Gradually, he picked up the 19 th century idea of "political Orthodoxy" from the tradition of the Transylvanian Church and decided to capitalize on its basis and convert the social appeal in social mobilization in the political arena. By also turning to the religious effervescence and deep piety displayed by the young students and intellectuals associated with different intellectual and social backgrounds, the archbishop from Sibiu intended to galvanize the interest of the young generation of nationalists 12 28 towards the agenda of the Church and to determine them to co-sponsor his project. 16 In the first instance Metropolitan Bălan brought in support from reputed Orthodox clergymen such as Dean Ioan Moța from Orăștie, who, despite their indifferent Old Kingdom counterparts, fostered radical nationalist feelings and played an active role in the affirmation of the Romanian nation in AustroHungarian context. 17 By establishing a common link with between his mindset and that of Șaguna's and by dully incorporating new ideas coming from Western Europe such the predominant role of the laity in ecclesiastical philanthropy, the role of the laymen in the public arena in defending in front of the secular state the moral role brought to light by the Christian churches, or in the management of the Church's finances, the Transylvanian initiative fell under the scope of the constant process of renewal already taking place in the Russian Orthodox theology of the exile. 18 Furthermore, from the early 1920s up to the beginning of 1930s, Metropolitan Bălan cultivated strong relations of friendship with his protégés from Bucharest such as Fr. Grigore Cristescu (1895 -1961 and even sought the support of the Bucharest nationalist intellectuals such as the famous theologian, poet, and journalist Nichifor Crainic (1889 Crainic ( -1972 . 19 By making extensive use of their voice in the pages of Calendarul and his own religious newspapers, he launched a press campaign of energizing the Transylvanian Orthodox lay-intellectuals around the Orthodox Church. 20 Following Crainic's collaboration, even voices from Sibiu theological milieu shed light on the sustained efforts of Metropolitan Bălan to amass Orthodox intellectuals around their bishops and priests and popularized these ideas among the people of Bucharest. 21 As an example, Fr. Dumitru Stăniloae (1903 Stăniloae ( -1993 , at that time professor of Systematic Theology in Sibiu's Theological Academy and one of Metropolitan Bălan's most intimate protégés, advertised the founding of the fellowship in the special page "Biserica şi Şcoala" in Calendarul and addressed an appeal to all the Orthodox lay intellectuals to join Metropolite Bălan in the 5 th of March meeting to found an association for Orthodox laity under the blessing of the Transylvanian Orthodox Metropolitan See. 22 " Stan (1875 Stan ( -1945 . 23 The founding members based their initiative on the already present Fellowship of Orthodox intellectuals from Cluj, which was founded on December 5 th 1932 at the initiative of Bishop Nicolae Ivan and a local group of intellectuals. 24 Moreover, during the official ceremony celebrating the peaceful conciliation between clergy and laity, the public discourse of Metropolitan Bălan laid down the main guiding principles meant to oversee the historical trajectory of the Orthodox Fellowship of laity in the near future. 25 Outlining the main principles of the organization of Orthodox laity in Transylvania (the need for constant awareness of laity in front of the main threats such as neo-protestant proselytism and the spread of corrosive ideas among Orthodox communities to the missionary expansion preventing the fulfilment of its pastoral role), Metropolitan Bălan heavily underscored the importance of "the national factor" in any future action undertaken by the Orthodox Church and its laity. 26 Due to the contrasting views regarding which Transylvanian Church should be regarded as the sole spiritual expression of the Romanian nation, the Orthodox archbishop from Sibiu left no doubt on which Transylvanian Church fell the responsibility for preserving and nourishing the spirituality of the Romanian 21 "Un partid clerical?" in Cuvîntul, Year V, no. 1477 (3 rd N. P., "Frăția Ortodoxă Română," in Revista Teologică, Year XXIII, no. 3 (March 1933 ), 128-132. 24 "Frăția Ortodoxă Română," in Renașterea, Year XI, no. 10-11 (19th of March 1933 , 1. 25 "Cuvântarea I.P.S.S. Nicolae Bălan," in Renașterea, Year XI, no. 10-11 (19th of March 1933), 7-11. 26 Ibid, 9. 30 nation and, in front of the Romanian intellectuals from Transylvania assembled in Cluj, stated that " [Romanian] race and Orthodoxy are the original constitution of the Romanian national essence." 27 This particular detail mentioned by Metropolite Nicoalae Bălan in his speech signaled the ecclesiastical aspiration that Romanian elite from Transylvania and the former Kingdom of Romania would financially and politically support of the Orthodox Church by advocating the close-relationship between the Orthodox faith and the Romanian nationalism. Following in the footsteps of a number of lay intellectuals from Bucharest already stressing publically in their publications the vigorous organic relationship between Orthodoxy and Romanianness [Românism], Metropolitan Bălan and his closest collaborators poignantly adopted this nationalist perspective by funneling it through a more radical lens, a process suiting their intentions of monopolizing the "national" claim of their church. 28 It also responded to a process of nationalist re-definition of national identity, i.e. of what meant to be Romanian and Orthodox, an interrogative process already taking place in the intellectual and nationalist milieus of the late 1920s and early 1930s.
By making reference to the 1930 major debate between Nichifor Crainic (1889 -1972 and Nae Ionescu (1890 Ionescu ( -1940 Also, another point on Archbishop Nicolae Bălan related to his wish to create an Orthodox, nationalist alternative for social mobilization to the Freemasonry sweeping through the lines of Orthodox intellectuals and the redirect the attention of the Transylvanian intelligentsia from the traditional political parties to more nationalistic and pro-religious attitude. As one of the founding members of FOR elected as Secretary General of the organization Ion Mateiu (1884 Mateiu ( -1946 confirmed the primordial role of the fellowship was to reconnect the intellectuals with the spiritual ideals of the Orthodox clergy and to re-insert these ideals in the Romanian politics. 30 During the sessions of the gathering of Orthodox intellectuals, the assembled members elected their president in the person of university professor Ioan Lupaș and Ion Mateiu as their Secretary General for the next four years. 31 Furthermore, at the behest of Nicolae Colan, the delegates selected several of them from every Transylvanian bishopric (Sibiu, Cluj, Oradea, Caransebeș, Arad) to constitute the permanent delegations of FOR in every Transylvanian chapter. 32 The nationalist press welcomed the creation of the Orthodox fellowship perceived as the return of the old generation to Christ and His Church, readopting and, thus, acknowledging the youth's efforts to preserve Christianity from secularism or atheist influences. 33 During the 1930s in their publications stressing the importance of unified radical nationalist agenda different laymen advocated for a militant Orthodox Church, with its priests acting in the Romanian society as the moral censors and constant nationalistic educators of the Romanian political life. 34 The establishment of the royal dictatorship of King Carol II with its royal conservative authoritarianism and integral nationalism as the main 30 I. Mateiu, "Frăția Ortodoxă Română". Obiective și Metode (Cluj: Tiparul Tipografiei Ortodoxe Române, 1933 ), 4. 31 "Frăția Ortodoxă Română," in Renașterea, Year XI, no. 10-11 (19th of March 1933 Fr. Spiridon Cândea, "Necesitatea actuală a apostolatului laic," Revista Teologică, Year XXVIII, no. 3 (March 1938), 89-98; Fr. Dumitru Păcurariu, 230 de ani de învățământ teologic la Sibiu, 153-189 ideological means to seduce the masses into submission imposed a conceptual reassessment of the previously employed "political Orthodoxy" as related with the preponderance of the laymen in every ecclesiastical aspect. 36 During this period from 1938 to the autumn 1940, one of Metropolitan Nicolae Bălan's most fervent clergymen, Fr. Liviu Stan (1910 -1973 focused his theological writing on a topic dear to the Transylvanian Orthodox Church: the status of the laymen in the Orthodox Church's constitutive assemblies, the importance of their vote in electing bishops or in controlling the Church's finances, their involvement in the social care or the missionary work carried out by the Church in the public sphere. 37 By publishing his PhD thesis in Canon Law defended at the University of Cernăuți, Fr. Liviu Stan fell in line with the wishes of his protector and Mecena, Metropolitan Nicolae Bălan, who hoped for a theological argumentation that provided new avenues of development and much-needed rationale for furthering the social and ecclesiological mobilization of the Transylvanian laity in support of the Orthodox Church. 38 The theological spearhead was Fr. Liviu Stan, the best canon law expert of the Romanian Orthodox Church at that time. In 1939, he published Mirenii în Biserică. Studiu Canonic-Istoric, his first major theological work. 39 It opened with a quote authored by his mentor Archbishop Nicolae Bălan, making reference to the 1933 rapprochement between Orthodox intellectuality and the clergy as the longawaited fulfilment of Șaguna's tradition: Through Șaguna's legislation, we turned back to the principles of the primordial Christianity with the only thought in mind to tie the knot between the Church and its people. …We in the first place fell responsible to defend the rights deserved by the laymen in our Church… and we need their collaboration because they are a constitutive part of the Church. 40 Fr. Liviu Stan's undertaking constitutes itself in a theological and historical attempt to contextualize over time the role of the laymen in the Church. Originated in Archbishop Șaguna's posterity and in the trail opened by Archbishop Nicolae Bălan Fr. Liviu Stan accommodated in his book several intellectual trends and ideas floating inside his mind at that particular time. The importance of the laymen in the process of decision making in the Church, caesaro-papism when describing the relation between the Church and the Romanian monarchy, the laymen and the clergymen as constitute parts of the national/ecclesiological overlapping communities represent the conceptual targets settled by Fr. Liviu Stan's book. 41 As he acknowledged in one of his footnotes the trigger determining him to produce this book was the 1933 mobilization of the F.O.R. by Metropolitan Nicolae Bălan, offering the theological basis of existence to the Romanian Orthodox Fellowship of laity. 42 By proposing a compelling historical argumentation stressing the close collaboration of laity and the clergy in leading the Church and in the administration of its wealth Fr. Liviu Stan intended to curb the tendencies towards the laity disproportionate importance in relation with the episcopate, the undiscriminating clericalism, the intrusion of the political parties under the cover of defending the laity's rights in the church, the lack of balance of power between the two constitutive parts of the Church or their complete separation in the ecclesiastical corpus. 43 Fr. Liviu Stan, Mirenii, 289. young theologians and kept alive the idea of ecclesiological collegiality between clergymen and laity in the Romanian Orthodox Church and led Șaguna's ideas to theological and institutional impersonation.
Instead of Final Remarks
The foundation of the Romanian Orthodox Fellowship (FOR) in March 1933 stands out as proof of the constant capacity of theological inner-renewal of the Transylvanian Orthodox Church and its institutional ability to exercise the ecclesiastical collegiality with their fellow laymen. By encouraging priests and intellectuals to join hands to stem the tide of the Greek Catholic proselytism and keep at bay the dangerous ideas spread by the secular organizations, the Orthodox hierarchy re-aligned its interests along the missionary lines of the Orthodox theology at that time. The contribution of Metropolitan Nicolae Bălan and his bishops to the social mobilization of the clergy under the banner of the Romanian Orthodox Fellowship proved to be a decisive factor in the reenactment of the ideas of his illustrious predecessor, Archbishop Andrei Șaguna. The collaboration between laity and clergymen insured a much more assertive attitude of the Transylvanian Church and a useful forum of negotiation inside the Orthodox Church against anarchical tendencies and possible splinter groups. Although the fellowship stood as a highly-selective, elitist body of upper class intellectuals and people coming from liberal professions discouraging upward mobility and the actual presence in its governing bodies of the lower classes (peasants, proletarians, small business owners, etc.), the Romanian Orthodox Fellowship marks a first step towards progress and towards a much wider participation of the laity in the internal affairs of the Orthodox Church.
The theological effort of Fr. Liviu Stan stands out as the constitutive last piece of the puzzle. Although many historians and theologians grappled with Liviu Stan sophisticated predicaments as too visionary or lacking the needed invigorating appeal for the Orthodox Church especially during Communist regime, the theology of laity as put forward by professor of canon law from Sibiu still functions as the linchpin between the theological tradition of the 19 th and that of the 20 th century. Tackling with the intricate topic such as the status of the laity in the Orthodox Church and the constant accusations of clericalism imposed from outside the Orthodox Church by different intellectuals or competing religious denominations, Fr. Stan reshuffled the outdated perspective of the Orthodox ecclesiology and turned it around back to the life of the Spirit.
His insightful remarks paved the way for a theological grounding of the privileged position of the laity, proving to be a religious incentive for the institutional and philanthropic collaboration between the two layers of the Orthodox Church. Although Fr. Liviu Stan's poignant book still constitutes the closing and the fulfilment of Șagunian project of restoring a sense of reasonable equality between the clergy and the laymen, and the sense of usefulness of the laity inside the ecclesiological structure of the Orthodox Church, the contemporary appliance of this ecclesiological project hangs today in the balance.
